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THE firft Edition of this Pamphlet was called for by the 
Public with ſuth eagerneſs, and hufried through the preſs 
with ſuch rapidity, that there was ſearce a poſſibility of ob- 
taining leiſure for obſervation or remark ; but the Publiſher 
having ſince had an opportunity of conſulting his friends upon 
the ſubject, begs leave ie offer the TD to the conſideration 
of his Readers. 
It ſeems, the Panpblet contains Sm objectionable paſ- 
ſages; but as theſe are clearly and ob ulouſſy the reſult of Mr. 
Paine's republican prejudices, and cannot poſſibly be ſupfbſad 
to have any weight with the people of this country, fo uni- 
verſally well-affe&### to Monarchy ; and as it is the opinion 
of our beſt Polititians, that his general principles of liberty 
are fairly applicable, and may be greatly uſeful to our preſent 
em of government, it was thong by no means worth whilt® 
to mutilate the per forMance. => 
The moſt Ari ing of the paſſages alluded to are perhaps i in 
pages 8, 11, 18, and 28, where the Author controverts the 
hereditary right of the King and the Houſe of Lords ; but 
in fo doing he evittently contraditts himſelf, and that in one 
of his mg/t material and fundamental poſitions; for he lays 
it down, not only in the Wreſent, but in all his other works, as 
a governing principle, that the will of the Majority is, and 
ought to be, law. Now, I upped! to any man of the leaſt 
political obſervation, whether the majority of the three united 
| kingdoms have not ever bern, and are not at this inſtant, for 
hereditary right, bath in the King and the Nobles? 
 þ Thusmuch being premiſed, the Publiſher preſumes, that the 
laſt work of the celebrated Mr. PAINE may do much god, 
hi cannot poſſibly do the ſmalleſt harm in this country. 
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GOVERNMENT. 


HERE is no ſubje& more intereſting to every 

. man than the ſubject of government. His 
ſecurity, be he rich or poor, and, in a great mea- 
ſure his proſperity, is connected therewith; it is 
therefore his intereſt as well as his duty to make 
himſelf acquainted with its principles, and what 
the practice ought to be. 
Every art and ſcience, however imperſectly 
known at firſt, has been ſtudied, improved, and 


brought to what we call perfection, by the pro- 


greſſive labours of ſucceeding generations; but 
the ſcience of government has ſtood ſtill. No 
improvement has been made in the principle, and 
ſcarcely any. in the practice, till the American re- 


volution n. In all the countries of Europe 
* IÞ- ** 


* 
the . 
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(except in France) the ſame forms and ſyſtems 
that were erected in the remote ages of ignorance 
ſtill continue, and their antiquity is put in the place 
of principle; it is forbidden to inveſtigate their 
origin or by what right they exiſt. If it be aſked 
how has this happened, the anſwer is eaſy; they 
are eſtabliſhed on a principle that is falſe, and they 
employ their power to prevent detection. 
Notwithſtanding the myſtery with which the 


| Teience of government has been enveloped, for the 


purpoſe of enſlaving, plundering, and impoſing 
upon mankind, it is of all things the Teaft myſte- 
rious and the moft eaſy to be underſtood. The 
meaneſt capacity cannot be at a loſs, if it begins its 
enquities at the right point. Every art and ſci- 
ence has ſome point, or alphabet, at which the 
ſtudy of that art or ſcience begins, and by the aſ- 


ſiſtance of which the progreſs 1s facilitated. The | 


ſame method ought to be obſerved with reſpeQ 


to the ſcience of government. 
Inſtead then of embarraſſing the ſubjett i in the 


outſet with the numerous ſubdivifions, under which 
different forms of government have been claſſed, 
ſuch as ariſtocracy, democracy, oligarchy, monar- 
chy, &c. the better method will be to begin with 
what may he called primary diviſions, or thoſe 


under which all the ſeveral ſubdiviſions _ be 


comprehended. 
The primary diviſions are but two. 


| | Firſt, government by election and repreſentation. 


Secondly, government by hereditary ſucceſſion, 
All 


412 


* All the ſeveral forms and ſyſtems of govern- 
ment, however numerous or diverſified, claſs them- 
ſelves under one or other of thoſe” primary divi- 
ſions; for either they are on the ſyſtem of repre- 
' ſentation, or on that of hereditary ſucceſſion. As 
to that equivocal thing called mixed government, 
ſuch as the late government of Holland, and the 
preſent government of England, it does not make 
an exception to the general rule, becaule the parts 
ſeparately conſidered are n er ne or 
hereditary. t 

Beginning then our ad at this- point, we 
have firſt to examine into the nature of thoſe cwo 


primary diviſions. If they are equaily right in prin- 


giple, it is mere matter of opinion which we prefer, 
If the one be demonſtratively better than the 
other, that difference ſhould direct our choice; but 
if one of them be ſo abſolutely falſe as not to have 
a right to exiſtence, the matter ſettles itſelf at once; 
becauſe a negative proved on one thing, where 
4wo only are offered, and one muſt be ere 
amounts to an affirmarive on the other.. 
The revolutions that are now ſpreadi! ng them- 
ſelves in the world have their origin in this ſtate of 
the caſe, and the preſent war is a conflict between 
the repreſentative ſyſtem, founded on the rights of 
the people, and the hereditary ſyſtem, founded in 
uſurpation. As to what are called Monarchy, Roy- 
alty, and Ariſtocracy, they do not, either as things 
or as terms, ſufficiently deſcribe the hereditary ſyſ- 
1 A111 tem 
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tem; they are but ſecondary things or ſigns of the 


| hereditary ſyſtem, and which fall of themſelves if 
that ſyſtem has not a right to exiſt. - Were there 


no ſuch terms as Monarchy, Royalty, and Ariſto- 


cracy, or were other terms ſubſtituted im their 


place, the hereditary ſyſtem, if it continued, would 


not be altered thereby. It would be the ſame ſyſ- 
tem under any other titulary name as it ià now. 


The character therefore of the revolutions of the 
preſent day diſtinguiſhes.itſelf moſt definitively by 
grounding itſelf on the ſyſtem of repreſentative 
government, in oppoſition to the hereditary. No 
other diſtinction reſcſen Fe? . of the Nane 
eiple. 

Having thus opened the caſe: owt; 1 ani 
ceed, in the firſt place, to examine. the hereditary 
ſyſtem, becauſe it has the priority in point of time. 
The repreſentative ſyſtem is the invention of the 


modern world; and that no doubt may arife as to 


my own opinion, I declare it before-hand, which 
is, that there is not a problem in Euclid more mather- 
matically true, than that hereditary. government: has 
nat a right to exiſt, When therefore we take from any 
man the exerciſe of hereditary poteer, we take away 
that which he never bad the right to poſſeſs, and which 
uo law or cuſtom could, or ever can; give him a 
title to, | 1 252 
The arguments that. have hitherto bots- em- 
loved againft the hereditary ſyſtem have been 
chiefly founded upon the abſurdity of it, and its- 
| | inc Om 


50 

inedmpeteney to the purpoſe of good government: 
Nothing can preſent to our judgment, or to our 
imagination, a figure of greater abſurdity than'that 
of ſeeing the government of a nation fall, as it fre- 
quently does, into the hands of a lad necellanily 
deſtitute of experience, arid often little better than 
a fool. It is an inſult to every man of years, of 
character, and of talent, in à country. The mo- 

ment we begin to reaſon upon the hereditary ſyſtem 
it falls into deriſion; let but à ſingle idea begin; 
and a thouſand wilt ſoon follow. Inſignificance, 
imbecility, childhood, dotage, want of moral cha- 
racter; in fine, every defect, ſerious or laughable, 
unite to hold up the hereditary ſyſtem as a figure 
of ridicule. Leaving however the ridiculouſneſs 
of the thing to the reflections of the reader, I pro- 
ceed to the more important part of the queſtion, 
namely, whether ſuch a ſyſtem has a right to exiſt? 

To be fatisfied of the right of a thing to exiſt, 
we muſt be ſatisfied that i it had a right to begin: 
If it had not a right to begin, it has not a right to 
continue. By what right then did the hereditary 
ſyſtem begin? Let a man but aſk himſelf this 
queſtion, and he will find that he cannot atisfy 
himſelf with an anſwer. . 

The right which any man, or any amüyb had to ſet 
itſelf up at firſt to govern a nation, and to eſtabliſni 
itſelf hereditarily, was no other than the right which 
Robeſpierre had to do the ſame GRE in France. 
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If he had none, they had none. If they had any, 


he had as much; for it is impoſſible to diſcover 
_ ſuperiority of right in any family, by virtue of 


which hereditary govergment could begin, The 
Capets, the Guelphs, the Robeſpierres, the Marats, 
are all on the ſame ſtanding as to the queſtion of 


right. It belongs. excluſively to none. 
It is one ſtep towards liberty, to perceive that 


hereditary goyernment could not begin as an ex- 
cluſive right in any family, The next point will 
be, whether, having once began, it could grow 


into a right by the influence of time ? 


This would be ſuppoſing an abſurdity ; for either 
it is putting time in the place of principle, or mak · 
ing it ſuperior to principle; whereas time has no 


more connection with, or influence upon principle, 
than principle has upon time. The wrong which _ 


began a thouſand years ago, is as much a wrong 
as if it began to day; and the right which origi- 
nates to day, is as much a right as if it had the 
ſanction of a thouſand years. Time with reſpc&t 
to principles 1s an eternal NOW : it has no ope- 
ration upon them: it changes nothing of their na- 
ture and qualities. But what have we to do with 
a thouſand years. Our life-time is but a ſhort 
portion of that period, and if we find the wrong 
in exiſtence as ſoon as we begin to live, that is the 
point of time at which it begins to us; and our 
right to reſiſt it, is the ſame as if it had never 
eziſted be fore. 

As 


) 


As hereditary government could not begin as a 
natural right in any family, nor derive after its com- 
mencement any right from time, we have only to 
examine whether there exiſt in a nation a right to 


ſet it up and eſtabliſh it by what is called law, as has 
been done in England? I anſwer NO; and that any 
law or any conſtitution made for that purpoſe is 
an act of treaſon againſt the rights of every minor 
in the nation, at the time it is made, and againſt 
the rights of all ſucceeding generations. I ſhall 
ſpeak upon each of thoſe caſes. Firſt, of the mi- 
nor, at the time ſuch law is made. Secondly, of 
tlie generations that are to follow. 

A nation in a collective ſenſe, comprehends all 
the individuals of whatever age, from juſt born to 
juſt dying. Of theſe, one part will be minors, 
the other aged. The average of life is not exactly 
the ſame in every climate and country, but in ge- 
neral the minority in years are the majority in num- 
bers, that is, the number of perſons under twenty- 
one years, is greater than the number of perſons 
above that age. This difference in number is not 
neceſſary to the eſtabliſhment” of the principle I 
mean to lay down, but it ſerves to ſhew the juſtice 
of it more ſtrongly. The principle would be 
equally good, if the majority in years were alſo 
the majority in numbers. HER 

The rights of minors are as facred as the 
rights of the aged. The. difference is alte- 

—— 
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gether in the different age of the two parties, and 


nothing in the nature of the rights; the rights are: 


the ſame rights; and are to be preſerved inviolate 
for the inheritance of the minors when they ſhall. 
come of age. During the minority of minors 
their rights are under the ſacred guardianſhip: of 
the aged. The minor cannot ſurrender them; 
the guardian cannot diſpoſſeſs him; conſequently, 
the aged part of a nation, who are'the lawmakers 
for the time being, and who, in the march of life, 
are but a few years a head of thoſe who are yet 
minors, and to whom they muſt ſhortly give place, 
have not and cannot have the right to make a law 
to ſet up and eſtabliſh hereditary government, or, 
to ſpeak more diſtinctly, an hereditary ſucceſſion of 
governors; becauſe it is an attempt to deprive 
every minor in the nation, at the time ſuch a law 
is made, of his inheritance of rights when he 
ſhall come of age, and to ſubjugate him to a ſyſtem 
of government, to which, during his minority, 
he could neither conſent nor object. 

If a perſon, who is a minor at the time ſuch a 
law is propoſed, had happened to have been born 
a.few years ſooner, 10 as 'to be of the age of 
twenty-one years at the time of propoſing it, his 
right to have objected againſt it, to have expoſed 
the injuſtice and tyrannical principles of it, and 
to have voted againſt it, will be admitted on. all 
ſides. If, therefore, the law operates to prevent 
his exerciſing the ſame rights after he comes of 


age 


nn 


age as he would have had a right to exerciſe had 
he been of age at the time, it is, undeniably, a 
law to take away and annul the rights of every 
perſon in the nation who ſhall be a minor at the 
time of making ſuch a law, and conſequently the 
right to make it cannot exiſt. 

I come now to ſpeak of government by here- 
ditary ſucceſſion as it applies to ſucceeding gene- 
rations; and to ſhew that in this caſe, as in the 
caſe of minors, there does not exiſt in a nation a 
right to ſet it up. 

A nation, though continually exiſting, is conti- 
nually in a ſtate of renewal and ſucceſſion, It 1s 
neyer ſtationary, Every day produces new births, 
carries minors forward to maturity, and old per- 
ſons from the ſtage, In this ever-running flood 
of generations there is no part ſuperior in autho- 
rity to another. Could we conceive an idea of 
ſuperioricy in any, at what point of time, or in 
what century of the world, are we to fix it? 
To what cauſe are we to aſcribe it? By what evi- 
dence are we to prove it? By what criterion are 
we to know it? A ſingle reflection will teach us 
that our anceſtors, like ourſelves, were but tenants 
for life in the great freehold of rights. The fee- 
abſolute was not in them, it is not in us, it be- 
longs to the whole family of man, through all 
ages, If we think otherwiſe than this, we think 
either as ſlaves or as tyrants. As ſlaves, if we 
think that any former generation had a right to 
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bind us; as tyrants, if we think that we have au- 
thority to bind the generations that are to follow. 

It may not be inapplicable to the ſubject, to en- 
deavour to define what is to be under{tood by a 
generation in the ſenſe the word is here uſed. 

As a natural term its meaning is ſufficient]y clear. 
The father, the ſon, the grandſon, are ſo many 
diſtinct generations. Put when we ſpeak of a ge- 
neration as deſcribing the perſons in whom legal 
authority reſides, as diſtinct from another genera- 


tion of the ſame deſcription who are to ſucceed 


them, it comprehends all thoſe who are above the 
age of twenty- one years, at the time we count 
from; and a generation of this kind will continue 
in authority between fourteen and twenty-one 
years, that is, until the number of minors, who 


| ſhall have arrived at age, ſhall be greater than 


the number of perſons remaining of the former 
ſtock. | 

For example, if France at this or any other 
moment, contain twenty-four millions of ſouls, 
twelve millions will be males, and twelve females. 
Of the twelve millions of males, ſix millions will 
be of the age of twenty-one years, and fix will be 
under, and the authority to govern will reſide in 
the firſt ſix. But every day will make ſome alter- 
ation, and in twenty-one years every one of thoſe 


minors who {ſurvive will have arrived at age, and 


the greater part of the former ſtock will be gone: 


the majority of perſons then living, in whom the 


legal 
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legal authority reſides, will be compoſed of thoſe 
who, twenty-one years before, had no legal exiſt- 


ence. Thoſe will be fathers and grandfathers in 


their turn, and in the next twenty-one years, (or 
leſs) another race of minors, arrived at age, will 
ſucceed them, and ſo on. 7925 

As this is ever the caſe, and as every generation 
is equal in rights to another, it conſequently fol- 
lows, that there cannot be a right in any to eſta- 
bliſh government by hereditary ſucceſſion, becauſe 
it would be ſuppoſing itſelf poſſeſſed of a right ſu- 
perior to the reſt, namely, that of commanding 
by its own authority how the world ſhall be here- 
after governed, and who ſhall govern it. Every 
age and generation is and muſt be (as a matter of 
right) as free to act for itſelf in all caſes, as the 
age and generation that preceded it. The vanity 
and preſumption of governing beyond the grave 
is the moſt ridiculous and inſolent of all tyrannies. 
Man has no property in man, neither has one ge- 
| neration a property in the generations that are to 

follow. | 

In the firſt part of Rights of Man I have ſpoken 
of government by hereditary ſucceſſion; and I will 
here cloſe the ſubject with an extract from that 
work, which ſtates it under 'the two following 
heads, 

« Firſt, of the right of any family to eſtabliſh 
itſelf with hereditary power, 


* Secondly, 


Fa re 
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e Secondly, of the right of a nation to eſtabliſh 4 


particular family. 
« With reſpect to the firſt of thoſe heads, that of 
a family eſtabliſhing itſelf with hereditary powers 


on its own-authority independent of the nation, all 


men will concur in calling it deſpotiſm, and it 
would be treſpaſſing on their eee to at- 
tempt to prove it. | 

« But the ſecond head, that of i a nation, that is, 
of a generation for the time being, eſtabliſhing a 
particular family with hereditary powers, it does 
not preſent itſelf as deſpotiſm on the firſt reflec- 
tion; but if men will permit a fecond reflection 
to take place, and carry that reflection forward, 
even but one remove out of their own perſons to 
that of their offspring, they will then ſee, that he- 
reditary ſucceſſion becomes the ſame deſpotiſm to 
others, which the firſt perſons reprobated for them- 
ſelves. It operates to preclude the conſent of the 
fucceeding generation, and the precluſion of con- 
ſent is deſpotiſm, 

© In order to ſee this matter more clearly, let us 
conſider the generation which undertakes to eſtab- 
liſh a family with hereditary powers, ſeparately 


from the generations which are to follow, 


« The generation which firſt ſelects a perſon and 
puts him at the head of its government, either with 
the title of king, or any other nominal diſtinction, 
acts its own choice, as a free agent for itſelf, be 
that choice wile or fooliſh, The perſon ſo ſet up 

is 


- 


n. 


is not hereditary, but ſrlected and appointed; and 
the generation which ſets him up does not live under 
an hereditary government, but under a government 
of its own choice. Were the perſon ſo ſet up, and 
the generation who ſets him up, to live for ever, it 
never could become hereditary ſucceſſion, and of 
conſequence, hereditary ſucceſſion could only fol- 
low on the death of the firſt parties. 

te As therefore hereditary ſucceſſion is out of the 
queſtion with reſpe& to the firſt generation, we 
have next to conſider the character in which that 
generation acts towards the commencing genera- 
tion, and to all ſucceeding ones. 

cc It aſſumes a character to which it has neither 
right nor title; for it changes itſelf from a legiſla- 
tor to a teſtator, and affects to make a will and teſ- 
tament which is to have operation, after the demiſe 
of the makers, to bequeath the government; and 
it not only attempts to bequeath, but to eſtabliſn on 
the ſucceeding generation a new and Uifferent 
form of government under which itſelf lived. It- 
ſelf, as already obſerved, lived not under an here- 
ditary government, but under a government of its 
own choice; and it now attempts, by virtue of a 
will and teſtament, which it has not authority to 
make, to take from the commencing generation, 
and from all future ones, the right and free agency 
by which itſelf acted. 

« In whatever light hereditary ſucceſſion, as 

growing out of the will and teſtament of ſome 

| former 


e 
former generation, preſents itſelf, it is both crimi- 
nal and abſurd. A cannot make a will to take 
from B the property of B, arid give it to C; 
yet this is the manner in which what is called 
hereditary ſucceſſion by law operates. A certain 
generation makes a will, under the form of a law, 
to take away the rights of the commencing gene- 
ration, and of all future generations, and convey 
| thoſe rights to a third perſon, who afterwards comes 
forward, and aſſumes the government in conſe- 
quence of that illicit conveyance.” 

The hiſtory of the Engliſh parliament furniſhes 
an example of this kind ; and which merits to be 
recorded, as being the greateſt inſtance of legifla- 
tive ignorance and want of principle that is to be 
found in the hiſtory of my country. The caſe 1s 
as follows :--- 

The Engliſh parliament of 1688 imported a man 
and his wife from Holland, William and Mary, and 
made them king and queen of England. Having 
done this, the ſaid parliament made a law to con- 
vey the government of the country to the heirs of 
William and Mary, in the following words, „We, 
the lords ſpiritual and temporal, and commons, do, 
in the name of the people of England, moſt hum- 
| bly and faithfully ſubmit ourſelves, our beirs, and pof- 
zerities, to William and Mary, their heirs and poſfte- 
rities for ever.” And in a ſubſequent law, as 
quoted by Edmund Burke, the ſaid parliament, in 
the name of the people of England then living, h 
binds 
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binds the ſaid people, their heirs and poſterities, 18 
William and Mary, their heirs and poſterities, to the 
end of time. | 

It is not ſufficient that we laugh at the ignorance 
of ſuch law-makers, it is neceſſary that we repro- 
bate their want of principle, The conſtituent aſ- 
ſembly of France (1789) fell into the ſame vice as 
the parliament of England had done, and aſſumed 
to eſtabliſh an hereditary ſucceſſion in the family _ | 
of the Capets, as an act of the conſtitution of that x 
year, That every nation, for the time being, has 
a right to governitſelf as it pleaſes, muſt always be 

admitted; but government by hereditary ſucceſ- 
ſion is government for another race of people, and 
not for itſelf; and as thoſe on whom it is to ope- 
rate are not yet in exiſtence, or are minors, ſo nei- 
ther is the right in exiſtence to ſet it up for them, 
and to aſſume ſuch a right 1s treaſon 3 the 
right of poſterity. 

I here cloſe the arguments on ks firſt head, that 
of government by hereditary ſucceſſion; and pro- 
ceed to the ſecond, that of government by election 
and repreſenation ; or, as it may be conciſely ex- 
preſſed, repreſentative government in contra-diſ- 
tinction to hereditary government. | 

Reaſoning by excluſion, if hereditary govern- 

ment has not a right to exiſt, and that it has not is 

proveable, repreſentative government is admitted of 
courſe, 
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In contemplating government by election and 
repreſentation we amuſe not ourſe lves in enquiring 
when or how, or by what right it began, Its ori- 
gin is ever in view, Man is himſelf the origin 
and the evidence of the right. It appertains to 
him in right of his exiſtence, and his perſon is the 
title-deed, 

The true and only true baſis of repreſentative 
government is equality of rights, Every man has 
a right to one vote, and no more, in the choice of 
repreſentatives. The rich have no more right to 


exclude the poor from the right of voting or of 
electing and being elected than the poor have to ex- 


clude the rich; and wherever it is attempeted, or 


propoſed, on either ſide, it is a queſtion of force, and 
not of right, Who is he that would exclude ano- 


ther ?---That other has a right to exclude him. 


That which is now called ariſtocracy implies an 
inequality of rights ; but who are the perſons that 


have a right to eſtabliſh this inequality? Will the 


rich exclude themſelves? No! Will the poor 
exclude themſelves? No! By what right then 
can any be excluded? It would be a queſtion, if 
any man, or claſs of men, have a right to exclude 
themſelves; but be this as it may, they cannot have 
the right to exclude another. The poor will not 
delegate ſuch a right to the rich, nor the rich to the 
poor, and to aſſume it is not only to aſſume arbi- 
trary power, but to aſſume a right to commit rob- 

| bery. 
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bery. :.- Perſonal rights, of which the right of 
voting repreſentatives is one, are a ſpecies of pro- 
perty of the moſt ſacred kind; and he that would 
employ his pecuniary property, or preſume upon 
the influence it gives him, to diſpoſſeſs or rob ano- 
ther of his property of rights, uſes that pecuniary 
property as he would uſe. fire-arms, and merits to 
have it taken from him, 
Inequality of rights is created by a combina- 
tion in one part of the community to exclude ano» 
ther part from its rights: Whenever it be made 
an article of a donſtitution, or a law, that the 
right of voting, or of electing and being elected, 
ſhall appertain excluſively to perſons poſſeſſing a 
certain quantity of property, be it little or much, 
it is a combination of the perſons poſſeſſing that 
quantity, to exclude thoſe who do not poſſeſs the 
ſame quantity. It is inveſting themſelves with 
powers as a ſelf. created part of locietys: to the 
excluſion of the reſt. 
It is always to be taken for granted, that thoſe 
who oppoſe an equality of rights, never mean the 
. excluſion ſhould take place on themſelves ; and 
in this view of the caſe, pardoning the vanity of 
the thing, ariſtocracy is a ſubje& of laughter. 
This ſelf-ſoothing vaniry is encouraged by another 
idea not leſs ſelfiſh, which is, that the oppoſers 
' conceive they are playing a ſafe game, in which 
there is a chance to gain and none to loſe; that 
at any rate the doctrine of equality includes them, 
| . D and 


( 
and that if they cannot get more rights. than thoſe 
whom they oppoſe and would exclude, they ſhall 
not have leſs. This opinion has already been fatal 
to thouſands who, not contented with egal rights, 
have ſought more till they loſt all, and experienced 
in chemſel ves the degrading. * me endes 
vdured to fix upon others. "gs 
In any view of the caſe it ĩs Ade and im: 
politic, ſometimes ridiruldus, and always unjuſt, 
to make property the triterion of the right of 
woring, If the ſum, or valoe- of the property 
upon which the right is to take place be conſfider- 
able, it will exclude a majority of the people, and 
unite them in a common intereſt againſt the go- 
merge and againſt thoſe who ſapport it, and 
the power, is always with the majority, they 
tan overvurn ſuch a government and it e 
whenever they pleaſe. | 
If, in erder to avoid this danger, a ſmall quan- 
tity of property be fixed, as the criterion of the 
right, it exhibirs liberty in diſgrate, by putting it 
in competition with accident and inſigniſicance. 
When a brood-mare ſhall fortunately produce a 
foal or a mule, chat by being worth the ſum in 
queſtion, ſhall convey to its owner the right of 
voting, or by its death take it from him, in whom 
does the origin of ſuch a right exiſt? Is it in the 
man, or in the mule? When we confider how 
many ways property may be acquired without 
merit, and loſt without @ crime, we onght o 
get ſpurn 
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fpurn the idea of making it a eriterion of rights. 
But the offenſive part of the caſe is, that this 
excluſion from the right of voting implies a ftigma 
on the moral character of the perfons exchuded; 
and this is what no part'of the community has a 
right to pronounce upon another part. No ex- 
ternal circumſtance can juſtify ir; wealck is no 
proof of moral character; nor poverty of the want 
of it. On the contrary, wealth is often the pre- 
ſumptive evidence of diſhoneſty; and poverty the 
negative evidence of innocence. If therefore pro- 
perty, whether lietle or much, be made à crite- 
rion, the means by which that property has len 
acquired, ought to be made a eriterion alſo. 

The only ground upon which excluſion from 
the right of voting is conſiſtent with juſtice, would 
be to inflict it as a puniſhment for a certain time 
upon thoſe who ſhould propoſe to take away that 
right from others. The right of voting for re- 
preſentatives is the primary right by which other 
rights are protected. To take away this right is 
to reduce a man to a ſtate of flavery, for flavery 
conſiſts in being ſubje@ to the will of another, and 
he that has not a vote in the election of reprefer- 
tatives, is in this caſe, The propoſal therefore to 
disfranchiſe any claſs of men is gs criminal as the 
propoſal to take away property. When we ſpeak 
of right, we ought always to unite with it the idea 
of duties: right beeomes duties by reciprocity. 
The right which I enjoy becomes my duty to 
guarantee it to another, and he to me; and thoſe 

| who 
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who violate the duty juſtly incur a forfeiture of the 
right, 

In a political view of the caſe, the Aga nd 
permanent ſecurity of goyernment'is in proportion 
to the number of people intereſted in ſupporting it, 
The true policy therefore is to intereſt the- whole 
by an equality of rights, for the danger ariſes from 
excluſions. It is poſſible to exclude men from 
the right of voting, but it is impoſſible to exclude 
them from the right of rebelling againſt that exclu- 
ſion; and when all other rights are taken away, 
the right of rebellion is made perfect. 

While men could be perſuaded they had no 
rights, or that rights appertained only to a certain 
claſs of men, or that government was a thing 
exiſting in right of itſelf, it was not difficult to 
govern them authoritatively. The ignorance in 
which they were held, and the ſuperſtition in which 


they were inſtructed, furniſned the means of doing 


it; but when the ignorance is gone, and the ſuper- 
ſtition with it; when they perceive the impoſition 
that has been acted upon them; when they reflect 
that the cultivator and the manufacturer are the 
primary means of all the wealth that exiſts in the 
world, beyond what nature ſpontaneouſly produces; 
when they begin to feel their conſequence by their 


uſefulneſs, and their right as members of ſociety, 


it is then no longer poſſible to govern them as 
bar. The fraud once e cannot be re- 


acted » 
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acted. To attempt it is to provoke aides ar or 
invite deſtruction. 

That property will ever be mend. is certain. 
Induſtry, ſuperiority of talents, dexterity of ma- 
nagement, extreme frugality, fortunate opportu- 
nities, or the oppoſite, or the mean of thoſe things, 
will ever produce that effect without having re- 
courſe to the harſh ill-ſounding names of avarice 
and oppreſſion; and beſide this, there are ſome 
men who, though they do not deſpiſe wealth, will 
not ſtoop to the drudgery of the means of acquir- 
ing it, nor will be troubled with the care of it, be- 
yond their wants or their independence; whilſt in 
others there is an avidity to obtain it by every 
means not puniſhable; it makes the ſole buſineſs 
of their lives, and they follow it as a religion. A 
that is required with reſpect to property is to obtain it 
. honeſtly, and not employ it criminally ; but it is always 

criminally employed, when it is made a criterion for ex- 
cluſive rights. 

In inſtitutions that are purely pecuniary, ſuch as 
that of a bank or a commerical company, the rights 
of the members compoſing that company are 
Wholly created by the property they inveſt therein; 
and no other rights are repreſented in the govern- 
ment of that company, than what ariſe out of that 
property ; nejther has that government cognizance 

of any thing but property. 

But the caſe is totally different with reſpect to 


the inſtitution of civil government, organized on 
the 
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the ſyſtem of repreſentation. Such a government 


has cognizance of every thiag and of every man as 
A member of the national ſociety, whether he has 
property or not; and therefore the principle re- 


quires that every man and every kind of right be 
-repreſented, of which the right to acquire and to 
hold property is but one, and that not of the moſt 


eſſential kind. The protection of a man's perſon 


is more ſacred than the protection of property; 


and beſides this, the faculty of performing any 
kind of work or ſervice by which he acquires a 


hvelihood, or maintains his family, is of the nature 
of property. It is property to him; he has ac- 


quired it; and it is as much the object of his pro- 


tection, as exterior property, poſſeſſed without that 


faculty, can be the we of keene to ano- 


ther perſon. 


I have always believed that the beft Ptcity: 


for property, be it much or little, is to remove 


from every part of the community, as far as can 
poſtibly be done, every cauſe of complaint, and 
every motive to violence; and this can only be 
done by an equality of rights. When rights are 
ſecure, property is ſecure in conſequence, But 


hen property is made a pretence for unequal or 


excluſive rights, it weakens the right to hold the 


property, and provokes indignation and tumult ; 


for it is unnatural to believe that property can be 
fecure under the guarantee of a ſociety injured in 
its rights by the influence. of that-property. 

Next 
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Next to the injuſtice and ill- policy of making 
property a pretence for excluſive rights, is the 
unaccountable abſurdity of giving to mere found 
the idea of property, and annexing to it certain 
rights; for what elſe is a title but ſound. Nature 
is often giving to the world ſome extraordinary 
men who arrive at fame by merit and univerſal 
conſent, ſuch as Ariſtotle, Socrates, Plato, &c. 
Theſe were truly great or noble. But when go+ 
vernment ſets up a manufactory of nobles, it is as 
abſurd, as if ſhe undertook to manufacture oy 
men. Fer nables are all counterfeits. 

This wax-work order has aſſumed the name of 
ariſtocracy ; and the diſgrace of it would be leſſen- 
ed if it could be conſidered only as childiſh imbe- 
cility. We pardon foppery becauſe of its inſig- 
nificance, and on the ſame ground we might par- 
don the foppery of Titles. But the origin of 
ariſtocracy was worſe than foppery. It was rob- 
bery. The firſt ariftocrats in all countries were 
vrigands. Thoſe of latter times, ſycophants.” 

It is very well known that in England, (and the 
ſame will be found in other countries) the great” 
landed eſtates now held in deſcent were plundered 
from the quiet inhabitants at the conqueſt. The 
poſſibility did not exiſt of acquiring ſuch eſtates 
honeſtly. If it be aſked how they could have been 
acquired, no anſwer but that of robbery can be 
given, That they were not acquired. by trade, 
by commerce, by manufactures, by agricu tur, 
or 
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or by any reputable employment is certain. How 
then were they acquired? Bluſh ariſtocracy to 
hear your origin, for your progenitors were 
Thieves. They were the Robeſpierres and the 
Jacobins of that day. When they had committed 
the robbery, they endeavoured to loſe the diſ- 
grace of it, by ſinking their real names under 
fictious ones, which they called Titles. It is ever 
the practice of Felons to act in this manner. 
They never paſs by their real names. 
I} As property honeſtly obtained is beſt ſecured by 
bf an equality of rights, fo ill-gotten property de- 
| pends for protection on a monopoly of rights. He 
who has robbed another of his property, will next 
endeavour to diſarm him of his rights, to ſecure 
that property; for when the robber becomes the. 
3 | legiſlator he believes himſelf ſecure. That part 
15 of the government of England that is called the 
5 houſe of lords was originally compoſed of perſons 
who had committed the robberies of which I have 
been ſpeaking. It was an aſſociation for the pro- 
tection of the property they had ſtolen. | 
But beſides the criminality of the origin of arif- 
tocracy, it has an injurious effect on the moral and 
phyſical character of man. Like ſlavery, it debi- 
litates the human faculties; for as the mind, bowed 
down by ſlavery, loſes in filenee. its elaſtic powers, 
jo, in the contrary extreme, when it is buoyed up n 
1 by folly, it becomes incapable of exerting them, 
fy | and dwindles 1 into imbecility. Ir is impoſſible that 
i 7 a mind 
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| mind employed upon ribbands and titles can never 
be great, The childiſhneſs of the SE con- 
ſumes the man. 
It is at all times neceſſary, and more particularly 
ſo during the progreſs of a revolution, and until 
right ideas confirm themſelves by habit, that we 
frequently refreſh our patriotiſm by reference to 
firſt principles. It is by tracing things to their 
origin that we learn to underſtand them; and it is 
by keeping that line and that origin always in view 
that we never forget them. 

An enquiry into the origin of rights will demon- 
ſtrate to us that rights are not gifts from one man 
to another, nor from one claſs of men to another 
for who is he who could be the firſt giver, or by 
what principle, or on what authority, could he poſ- 
ſeſs the right of giving? A declaration of rights 
13 not a cteation of them, nor a donation of them: 
It is a manifeſt of the principle by which they exiſt, 
followed by a detail of what the rights are ; for 
every civil right has à natural right for its founda- 
tion, and it includes the principle of a reciprocal 
guarantee of thoſe rights from man to man. As 
therefore it is impoſſible to diſcover any origin of 
rights otherwiſe than in the origin of man, it con- 
ſequently follows, that rights appertain to man ih 

* right of his exiſtence only, and muſt therefore be 
equal to every man. The principle of an equality 

of rights is clear and ſimple. Every mari can un- 

, derſtand it, and it is by underſtanding his rights 

53 * | that 
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t hat he learns his duties; for where the rights of 
men are equal, every man muſt finally ſee the ne- 
ceſſity of protecting the rights of others as the moſt 
effectual ſecurity for his own. But if in the for- 
mation of a conſtitution we depart from the prin- 


| ciple of equal rights, or attempt any modification 


of it, we plunge into a labyrinth of difficulties 
from which there is no way out but by retreating. 
Where are we to ſtop? Or by what principle are 
we to find out the point to ſtop at, that ſhall diſcri- 


minate between men of the ſame country, part of 


whom ſhall be free, and the reſt not? If property 
is to be made the criterion, it is a total departure 
from every moral principle of liberty, becauſe it 
is attaching rights to mere matter, and making 
man the agent of that matter. It is moreover 
holding up property as an apple of diſcord, and 
not only exciting but juſtifying war againſt it; for 
J maintain the principle, .that when property is 
uſed as an inſtrument to take away the rights: of 


thoſe who may happen not poſſeſs property, it is 


uſed to an unlawful purpoſe, as fire-arms would 
be in a ſimilar caſe. 

In a ſtate of nature all men are equal in rights, 
but they are not equal in power; the weak cannot 
protect himſelf againſt the ſtrong. This being 
the caſe, the inſtitution of civil ſociety i is for the 
purpoſe of making an equalization of powers that 
ſhall be parrallel to, and a guarantee of the equa- 
lity of _ The laws of a country when pro- 


, perly 
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perly conſtructed apply to this purpoſe. Every : 
man talks the arm of the law for his protection as 
more effectual than his own; and therefore every 
man has an equal right in the formation of the go- 
vernment and of the laws by which he is to be 
governed and judged, In extenſive countries and 
ſocieties, ſuch as America and France, this right, 
in the individual can only be exerciſed by delaga- 
tion, that is, by election and repreſentation; and 
hence it is that the inſtitution of repreſentative go- 
vernment ariſes. 

HFitherto I have confined myſelf to matters of 
principle only. F irſt, that hereditary government 
has not a rig ht to exiſt; that it cannot be eſta- 
bliſned or any principle of right; and that it is 
a violation of all principle. Secondly, that govern- 
ment by election and repreſentation has its origin 
in the natural and eternal rights of man; for whe- 
ther a man be his own law-giver, as he would be in 
a ſtate of nature; or whether he exerciſes his por- 
tion of legiſlative ſovereignty in his own perſon, 

as might be the caſe in ſmall democraties where all 
could aſſemble for the formation of the laws by 
by which they were to be governed; or whether 
he exerciſes it in the choice of perſons to repreſent 
him in a national aſſembly of repreſentatives, the 
origin of the right is the ſame in all caſes. The 
firſt, as is before obſerved, is defective in power; 
the ſecond, is practicable only in democracies of 
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ſmall extent; the third is the greateſt ſcale upon 
which. human government can, be inſtituted. 

Next to matters of principle, are matters of 
opinion, and it is neceſſary to diſtinguiſh between 
the. two. Whether the rights of men. ſhall. be 
equal is not a matter of opinion hut of right, and 
conſequently of principle; for men do not hold 
their rights as grants from each other, but each 
one in right of himſelf. Society is the guardian 
but not the giver. And as in extenſive ſocieties, 


. ſuch as America and France, the right of the indi- 


vidual, in matters of government, cannot be ex- 


_ erciſed but by election and repreſentayzon, it con- 


ſequently follows, that the only ſyſtem of govern- 
ment, conſiſtent with principle, where ſimple de- 
mocracy is impracticable, is the repreſentative. 
ſyſtem. But as to the organical part, or the man- 
ner in which the ſeveral parts of government ſhall 
be arranged and compoſed, it is altogether matten 


F opinion. It is neceſſary that all the parts. be 


conformable with the principle of equal rigbts; and 
ſo long as this principle be religiouſly adhered; to, 
no very material error can take place, neither can 
any error continue long in that part that falls 
within the province of opinion. 

In all matters of opinion, the ſocial compact, 
or the principle by which ſociety is held together, 
requires that the majority of opinions becomes 


the rule for the whole, and that the minority 


yields practical obedience thereto. This is per- 
fectly 


4 


fectly conformable to the principle of equal 
rights; for, in the first place, every man has a 
right to give an opinion, but no man has a right 
that his opinion should govern the rest. In the 
second place, it is not supposed to be known 
before- hand on which side of any question, whe- 
ther for or against, any man's opinion will fall. 
He may happen to be in a majority upon some 

questions, and in a minority upon others; and 
by the same rule that he expects obedience in 
the one case, he must yield it in the other. All 
the disorders that have arisen in France during 
the progress of the reyolution have had their 
origin, not in the principle of equal rights, but in 
the violation of that principle. The principle 
of equal rights has been repeatedly violated, and 
that not by the majority, but by the minority; 
and that minority has been. composed of' men pos ces ing 


property, as well as of men without property';. ru. 


prerty therefore, even upon the experience already had, 
is no more a criterion of character than it is of rights. 
It will sometimes happen that the minority are 
right, and the majority are wrong, but as soon 


as experience Proves this to Be the case, the +- 


minority will increase to a majority, and the 
error will reform itself by the tranquil opera- 

tion of freedom of opinion and equality of rights. 
Nothing therefore can justify an insurrection, 
neither can it ever be necessary, where rights 


Taking 
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Taking then the principle of equal rights as 
the foundation of the revolution, and conse- 
quently of the constitution, the organical part, 
or the manner in which the several parts of the 


government shall be arran ged in the constitution, 


will, as is already said, fall within the province of 
S 

Various methods will present themselves upon 
a question of this kind, and though experience 
is yet wanting to determine which is the best, 
it has, I think, sufficiently decided which is the 
worst. That is the worst, which in its delibera- 
tions and decisons is subject to the precipitancy 


and passion of an individual; and when the 


whole legislature is crowded into one body, it is 
an individual in mass. In all cases of delibera- 
tion it is necessary to have a corps of reserve, 
and it would be better to divide the representa- 
tion by lot into two parts, and let them revise 
and correct each other, than that the whole should 


ſit together and debate at once. 


Representative government is not necessarily 
confined to any one particular form. The principle 
is the same in all the forms under which it can 
be arranged. The equal rights of the people 
is the root from which the whole springs, and 
the branches may be arranged as present opi- 
nion or future experience shall best direct. As 
to that bospital of incurables (as Chesterfield calls 
it) the British house of peers, it is an excressence 

growing 


6 


growing out of corruption; and there is no more 
affinity or resemblance between any of the 
branches of a legislative body originating from 


the rights of the people, and the aforesaid house 


of peers, than between a regular member of the 
human body and an ulcerated wen. 

As to that part of government that is call- 
ed the executive, it is necessary in the first place 
to fix a precise meaning to the word. 

There are but two.divisions into which power 
can be arranged. First, that of willing or de- 
creeing the laws; secondly, that of executing, 
or putting them in practice. The former cor- 


responds to the intellectual faculties of the hu- 


man mind, which reasons and determines what 
shall be done; the second, to the mechanical 
powers of the human body, that puts that deter- 
mination into practice. If the former decides, 
and the latter does not perform, it is a state of 
imbecility; and if the latter acts without the 
pre- determination of the former, it is a state of 
lunacy. The executive department therefore 
is official, and is subordinate tothe legislative, as 
the body is to the mind in a state of health; for 
it is impossible to conceive the idea of two sove- 
reignties, a sovereignty to will, and a sovereignty 
to a. The executive is not invested with the 
power of deliberating whether it shall act or 
not; it has no discretionary authority in the 
case; for it can af no other thing that what 
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the laws decree; and it is obliged to act con- 
formably thereto; and in this view of the case, 
the executive is made up of all the official 
departments that execute the laws, of which, 
that which is called the judiciary is the chief. 
But mankind have conceived an idea that 
ſome kind of authority is necessary to ſuperintend 
i | the execution of the laws, and. to see that they 
| are faithfully performed; and it is by confounding 
this superintending authority with the official 
1 | execution, that we get embarrassed about the 
bi term executive power,----All the parts in the go- 
vernments of the united states of America that 
are called the THE EXECUTIVE, are no other 
than authorities to superintend the execution of 
the laws; and they are so far independent of 
the legislative, that they know the legislative 
only through the laws, and cannot be controul- 
ed or directed by it through any other medium. 
In what manner this superintending authority 
shall be appointed or composed, is a matter that 
falls within the province of opinion: , Some may 
prefer one method and some another; and in all 
cases, where opinion only and not principle is 
concerned, the majority of opinions forms the 
rule for all. There are however some chings 
deducible from reason, and evinced by experi- 
ence, that serve to guide our decision upon the 
case. The one is, never to inveſt any individual 
with extraordinary power; for besides his being 
tempted 


—— eee SEIED 


= — 
n 


rr 
”- 


\ ad „ — * = — 
„ 44S; ad 
Sr 


2 


"2. 
1 * — 3 


6837.) 
tempted to misuse it, it will excite contention 
and commotion in the nation for the office. 
Secondly, never to inveſt power long in the 
hands of any number of individuals. The in- 
conveniences that may be supposed to accom- 
pany frequent changes, are less, to be feared 


than the danger * arises __ long conti- 


nuance. 

I shall conclude this discourse with offering 
some observations on the means of preserving 
liberty; for it is not only necessary that we eſta- 
blish it, but that we preserve it. 5 

It is, in the first place, necessary that we dis- 
tinguish between the means made use of to 
overthrow despotism, in order to prepare the 
way for the establishment of liberty, and the 
means to be used after the despotism is over- 
thrown. | | 
The means made use of in the fiat case are 
justified by necessity. Those means are in gene- 


ral insurrections; for whilst the established go-- 


vernment of despotism continues in any country 


it is scarcely possible that any other means can 


be used. It is also certain that in the com- 
mencement of a revolution, the revolutionary 


party permit to themselves a discretionary exercise 


of power regulated 1 more by circumstances than 
by principle, which were dle practice to con- 
tinue, liberty would never be established, or if 
established would. soon de overthrown... It is 
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never to be expected in 2 revolation that every | 
men is to change ws opinion at the same mo- 


ment. There never yet was any truth or any 


principle so irresistibly obvious, that all men be- 
lieved it at once. Time and reason must co- 
operate with each other to the final establich- 
ment of any principle ; -and therefore those who 

may happen to be first convinced have no right 
to persecute others, on whom conviction ope- 

rates more slowly. The moral principle of re- 
volutions is to instruet; not to destroy. | 
Had a constitution been established two 55 
ago (as ought to have been done) the violences 
that have sinde desolated France, and injured 
the character of the revolution, would, in my 
opinion, have been prevented. The nation 
would then have had a bond of union, and every 
individual would have known the line of con- 
duct he was to follow. But instead of this, a 
revolutionary government, a thing without either 
principle or authority, was substituted In its 
place; virtue and crime depended upon acci- 
dent; and that which was patriotism one day 
decame treason the next. All these things have 
Followed from the want of a constitution; for it 
1s the nature and intention of a constitution to 
prevent governing by party, by establishing a com- 
mon prineiple that shall limit and controul the 
power and impulse of party, and that says to all 
Parties, THUS FAR SHALT THOU GO AND NO 
5 PS 5 FARTHER. 


( 39 ) 
'SARTHER. - But in the absence of a constitu- 


tion men look entirely to party; and instead of 


principle governing party, party governs prin- 
5 Ng RN uns. 
An avidity to punish is always dangerous to 
liberty. It leads men to stretch, to misinter- 
pret, and to misapply even the best of laws. 
He that would make his own liberty secure, 
must guard even his enemy from oppression; 
for if he violates this duty, he establishes a pre- 
cedent that will reach to himself. 


THOMAS PAINE. 
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" » SPEECH 


OF 


THOMAS PAINE, 
- As delivered in the Convention July 7» 1795- | 
e ba alludes to the preceding W. * 


. 


* ö 
ON the motion of Lauthenas, That permiſſion be 
to Thomas Paine, to deliver his ſentiments on the Declaration 
2 Rights and . Conſtitution, Thomas Paine aſcended the 
Tribune; and. 5 ppoſition being made to the motion, one of 
e Secretaries, o ſtood by Mr. Paine, read his Speech, of 
which the following is aliteral Gai: / 
CITIZENS, 
The effects of a t — with which I was af- 
| fied ucigg a rigorous confinement in the Luxembourg, have 

thus long prevented me from attending at my poſt in the boſom 
of the Convention, an magnitude of the ſub ſubject ect under diſ- 
cuſſion, 8.8 other eration on earth, could induce me 
now to repair to my ſtation. 

A recurrence to the viciſſitudes I ha experienced, and the 
critical ſituations i in which I have been placed in coulognancs 
of the Fach Revolution, will throw upon what I now p 
to ſub the Canventian, the n pa nequivocal pr of of 
| — — OY. and the reQtitude of thoſe principles w LY 

qr my conduct. 
coy a profeibe for having vindicated the French 
Revolution, 4 I — ſuffered a rigorous 1 r in 
France for having purſued a ſimilar mode of conduct. During 


the reign of tuxroriſm, I was a cloſe priſoner for ei 2 long | 


montus, and remained ſo above three months after 
the 10th Thermidor. I ought, however, to ſtate, that I 4 
not perſecuted by the — either of England or of France. 


The proceedings in both countries were the effects of the deſ- 
potiſm exiſting in their reſpective governments. But, even if 
my perſecution had originated in the people at large, my prin- 


ciples 


ranted | 
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ciples and conduct would ſtill haye remained the ſame. Prin- 


3 


ciples which are influenced and ſubject to the controul f ty- 


ranny have not their foundation in'the heart. 

A few days ago J tranſmitted to you, by the ordinary mode 
of diſtribution, a ſhort Treatiſe, entitled Diſſertation on 
the Firſt Principles of Government.” This little work I did 
intend to have dedicated to the Peopte of Holland, who, about 
the time I began to write it, were determined to accompliſh a 
Revolution in their Government,—rather than to the People o 
France, who had long before effected that glorious object. 
But there are, in the Conſtitution which is about to be ratified 
by the Convention, certain articles, and in te report which 
preceded it, certain points, ſo repugnant to redn, and incom- 


4 
* 


8 
\ 


patible with the true principles of Liberty, as to render this 


_ Treatiſe, drawn up for another purpoſe, applicable to thegpre- 


ſent occaſion, and under this impreſſion I preſumed to {mit 
it to your conſideration. 


If there be faults in the Conſtitution, it were * ex- 
punge them now, than to abide the event of their miſchievous 


tendency ; for certain it is, that the plan of the Conſtitution which 


mw 
1 


has been preſented to you is not conſiſtent with the grand ob- 


- 
* 


ject of the Revolution, nor congenial 2 the ſentiments of the 


individuals who accomptilhed it. 

To deprive half the p®ple in a nation of their rights as 
citizens, is an eaſy matter in theory or on paper; bu a 
moſt dangerous experiment, and rarely practicable in the exe- 
cution. : 34 
| I ſhall now proceed to the obſe ns J have to offer on 
this important ſubje&; and I pledge 
neither numerous nor gaftuſive. | 

In my apprehenſion, 'a Conſtitution embraces two diſtinct 
parts or objects, the Principle and the Practice; and it is not only 
an eſſential, but an ind iſpenſible proviſion, that the pracʒge ſhould 
emanate from, and accord with the principle. NoWI main- 
tain, that the converſe of this propoſition is the caſe in the 
plan of the Conſtitution under diſcuſſion, The firſt Micle, for in- 
ſtance, of the Pol IT IAT STATE of Citizens, (v. TI r II. 
OF THE CONSTITUTION) ſays, # | 

Every man born and reſident in France, who, being 
twenty-one years of age, has inſcribed his name on the Civic 


Regiſter of his Canton, and who has lived, afterwards one 


year on the territory of the Republic, and who' pays any di- 
_ contribution whatſoever, real or perſonal; 1s a French 
Citizey.”” 


+ 


ſelf that y ſhall be 


+. 


I might here aſk, if thoſe only who come under the above | 
deſcription are to be conſidered as Citizens, what deſignation 
7 | do 


k 


5 wi 
6C.-3' 


do you mean taigivg,the reſt of the people? I allude to that 
rtion of the peop on Whg the principal part of the * 
falls, and on whom the Ms of indirect taxation will in the 
1 * event chiefl@preſs. In the ſtructure of the ſocial fabric, this 
claſs of people are infiely ſuperior to that privileged order, 
whoſe only qualification is their wealth or territorial poſſeſſions, 
For what is trade without nlffſthants? What is land without 
cultivation? And hays the produce the land withoyg manu- 
facturers? But to return to the ſubje&. . 
| In the firſt place, this article is incompatible with the three | 
W firſt articles of the Declaration of Rights, which precede the | 
\ Conſtitutional Act. | * © 
| The firſt article of the Declaration of Rights ſays:— C 
«© The end of ſpciety is the public good; and the inſtitution 14 
88 E to every individual the enjoyment f 
is rights.” a 8 75 
But the el of the ColRitution to which I have juſt ad- 4 


1 
* 1 * bo 
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of 

} of 
verted propoſe is the object of ſociety, not the public WEE: bY 
or in 4 words, the — of all, but a partial good, Fa 2 
good only of a ftw; and the Conſtitution provides ſolely for | 
the rights of this few, to the excluſion of e many 7 90 
* The ſecond AMicle of the Declaration of Rights ſays :— #4 
The Rights of Man in ſociety are Liberty, Equality, Se- 

Eurity of his perſon and property.“ : 

Conſtitution” has a direct ten- 174 
1 dency to eſtabliſh thg,converſe of this poſition, inaſmuch as the { 
| perſons excluded bis izequality can neither be ſaid to poſſeſs ; 
liberty, nor ſecurity againſt oppreſſion... They are conſigned 

n tothe caprice and tyranny. of the reſt. oof X 

he third article of the Declaration,of Rights ſays:— 7 


_ « Liberty conſiſts in aer of volition, as are not injurious 
to ot iS 9 ; 
: #& But the article of the Conſtitution, on Ghich I have obſerved, 


breaks down this. barrier. It enables the liberty of one part 
of ſociety to deftroy the freedom of the other. 

.» Having®thus pointed out the inconſiſtency of this article to 
the Declardtion of Rights, I ſhall proceed to comment on that 
part ofthe ſame article which makes a direct contribution a 
neceſſary qualification to the right of citizenſhip. © 

A modern'refinement on the object of public revenue has 
divided the taxes or contributions into two claſſes, the dire 
tand the indirect, without being able to define preciſely the diſ- 
tinction, or difference between them, becauſe the effect of both 

is the ſame. | | | - 

Thoſe are deſignated indirect taxes which fall upon the con- 
ſumers of certain articles, on which the tax is impoſed, be- 
cauſe the tax being included in the price, the conſumer pays 


it without taking notice of it. | 
| 4 The 


s 


But the article alluded to in the 
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The ſame . is applicable to the, territorial tax. 
The land proprietors, in order to reimbiyſe themſelves, will 
hoe their tenants: the faginer, of courſe, will transfer 
the obligation to the miller, by enhancing the prige of grain ; 


the millers to the Baker, by increaſing ghe price of flour; and 


the baker to the conſumer, by raiſing the price of bread. The 


territorial tax, therefore, though called dire, is in its con- 


ſequences indirect. 


To Mis tax the land proprietor conffbutes only in propor- 


tion to the quantity of bread and other proviſions that are con- 


ſumed in his own family. The deficit is furniſhed by the great 
mais of the community, Which comprehends every individual of 
the nation. | | . 
From the logical diſtinction between the direct and indirect 
taxation ſome emolument may reſuly 1 al 
public accounts, &c. but to the people at large I deny that ſuch 
a diſtinction (which by the by is without a difference) can be 
productive of any practical benefit. It ought St, therefore, to 
be admitted as a principle in the conſtitution. ® 


, to auditors of ' 


- 
Beſides this objection, the proviſion in queſtion does not 


2 0 to/deſine, ſegure, or eſtabliſh the right of citizenſhip. It 
conſigns to the caprice or diſcretion of thg, legiſlature the 
power of pronoun ing who ſhall, or ſhall not, èxerciſe the func- 
tions of a citizen; and this may be done effectually, either b 
the impoſition of a ſirect or indired tax, according to the { | 
views of the legiſlators, or by the mode of collecting the 
taxes ſo impoſed. Neither a tenant whoMcupies an extenſive 
farm, nor a merchant or manufacturer, may have embarked 
a large capital in rg 

to this ſyſtem, attairf the preemption of a citizen. On the o 
hand, any upſtart, who has, by ſucgęſſion or managementFpot 
poſieſſion of a few acres Fad, orE miſerable ten 


F. may 
exultingly exerciſe the functions of a citizen, A eug l erhape 


he neitner poſſeſſes a hundredth part of the worth or property 
of a ſimple mechanic, nor contributes in any proportion to the 
exigencies of the ſtate. 3 

Ihe contempt in which the old government held mercantile 
purſuits, and the obloquy that attached on merchants and ma- 
nufacturers, contributed not a little to its embarraſſments, and 
its eyentual ſubverſion ; and, ſtrange to tell. though the mil- 
chiefs ariſing from this mode of conduct are ſo obvious, yet an 
article is propoſed for your adoption, which has a manifeſt ten- 
dency to reſtore a defect inherent in the monarchy. 

L ſhall now proceed to the ſecond article of the ſame title, 
with which I ſhall conclude my remarks. 

The ſecond Article ſays, Every French ſoldier, who ſhall 


have ſerved one or more campaigns in the cauſe of Liherty, is 
* deemed 


8 


dir reſſtQive purſuits, can ever, according nf 
r 


77 


1 


— 


4 


a” — eo 
L . a „ 
- 1 %. U 
<0 + * 
„ * a 
— „ K & 
* * 2 
— 3. 
. ® . * 0 ud 4 


LE ral 
| ( 5) M$ 
deemed a cifftenfſof the Republic, without any reſpect or re- _. 


ference to other qualifications.” | 
It ſhould ſgem, that in this Article, the Committee were de- a8 
firous of extricating themſelves from a dilemma into which they a7 - 
ö rn Agar plunged by the preceding article. When men depart 8 
from an eſtabliſned principle, they are compelled to reſort to I. 
trick anz ſubterfuge, always ſhifting theiggmeans to pheſerve „ "2 
the unit of their objects; and as it ard)! happens that the | 
firlt expedient makes amends for the proſtitution of principle, 
they muſt call in aid a ſecond of a more flagrant nature to 3 4 
ply the deficiency of the former. In this manner legiſlators go 
on, accumulating error upon error, and artifice upon artifice, 
3 until the mass becomes ſo bulky and incongruous, and their em- 
barraſſment ſo geſperate, that they are compelled, as their laſt 
expedient, to reſort to the very principle tliey had violated.— 
. The Committee were preciſely in this Þredicament, when they 
framed this article; and to me, Monfeſo, their conduct affſpears 
ſpecious rather than efficacious. * | 
It was not for himſelf alone, but foFhis family, that the * 
French citizen, at the dawn of the Revolution (for then-indeed 
* every man was conſidered a citizen) marched ſoldietꝭ like to the 
frontiers, and repelled a foreign invaſion. He had it not in his 
_ |  Fontemplatgy. that he ſhould enjoy liberty for the reſidue. of 1 
| his earthly Eareer, and by his own act preclude his offspring 
from _ ineſtimable bleſſing. No! He wiſhed to leave it oY 
an inhdritMce to his children, and that they might hand 
wn to their lateſt poſterity. If a Frenchman, who united in @ 
rſon theharadher of a Soldier and a Citizen, was now to a 
return from the army to his peaceful habitation, he muſt addreſs 1 
his ſmall family ingzis manner: 
«« Sorry I am, tat I cannot leave iy 
what I have acquired by expoſing my on to the ferocity 
of our enemies, andiſefeating their maclimmons. I have ei- 


tabliſhed the Þ the and, painful the reflection, all the lau- k 


&#3 
ou a ſmall portion of 2 | 


rels I Have in the field are blaſted, and all the privileges 


. dier, they have ſubjected the Father to the moſt pungent ſen- 
Wo ſations, by obligingguum to adopt a generation of Slaves. 
Citizens, a great? deal has been urggd reſpecting inſurrec# 

tions. I am cgpfident'no man has a greater abhorrence of 
„ them than my, and I am ſorry that any inſinuations ſhould 
have been thrown out upon me as a pronllifſtr of violence of 
22d. The whole tenor of my life and Unverſation gives 
2 | the 


to which myExertiongghave entitled me, extend not beyond the | 
period dffmy own exiſtence!” Thus the meaſure tha ern | 
-\ adopted, by way of ſubterfuge, falls ſhort of what the framers | 
of it ſMulated upon; for in conciliating the affections of the Gs 
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285 © tween the two, and. to make ſuch alterations 
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truth and jutiee. n r 
ide you vill-aribue ths efron of gy 


axe no intereſt diſtinct from that which" has a tendency to me- 
I liorate the ſituation of Mankind. The revolution, as far as it 
25 1 reſpects myſelf, has been productive of more loſs and perſecu- 


tion than ĩt is p for me to deſcribe, or for youſſo indem- 


nify. But with reſpect to the ſubject under cotiſideration, I 
"RY Meld not refrain from declaring my . „ 
In my opinion, if you ſubvert the haſis of the Revolution, 
if you diſpenſe with princi les, and ſubſtitute expedients, yon 
will extinguiſh that enthuſiaſm and energy which have hitherto 

been the life and foul of the Revolution; and you will ſubſti- 


ute in its place nothing but a cold indifferench and ſelf-intereſt, * 


which will again degenerate into intrigue, cunning and effemi- 


1 . 


* 1 N 
W a perſdnal and ſubordi- 


5 — 
01 to diſcard a 
nate nature, it is i 
that the practical or organic patt of the Conſtitution ſhould 
correſpon L with its principles; and as this does not appear to 
be the call in the plan that has been preſented to you, it is ab- 
ſolutely neceſſary Ahat it ſhould be ſubmitted to the reviſion of 
4 committee, who ſhould be inſtructed to —_— it with the_ . - 
Declaration of Rights, in order to aſcertain the 1 
N 
dem perfectly conſiſtent and compatible with each other. 
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. "5 I 
my anxiety for the honor and ſucceſs oft Fevolotion;. 1 


E . 


* . 


tial to che well-being of the Republic, 
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